





































































































The majority of the programs were
provided for children in the primary
grades, K—3.

The local school districts were
plannning programs for the whole child
rather than trying to fragment the
program into one or two curricular
areas.

school districts were

Some local

accepting total responsibility for Title I
and incorporating these
into their regular

programs
concepts
programs.
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Both public and private school officials
have expressed satisfaction regarding the
benefits which have resulted because of
programs financed with Title I, ESEA
funds.

Academic gains can be objectively
shown, but of equal benefit are the
attitudinal changes which can only be
measured subjectively. When children feel
that their teachers are truly interested in
their success, they show a new interest and
a renewed effort.

The Title I program is still hampered by
delays in final funding of the projects as
federal appropriations approved late in the
school year prevent adequate planning.
School officials are certainly to be
commended for their efforts in planning
and implementing Title I activities when
final allocations are not known. Advance
funding each year would be very

advantageous to local school agencies and
to state educational agencies in planning
effective projects. Hopefully, Congress may
see the need for advanced funding and soon
begin allocating the funds in time for local
schools to make adequate plans.

The program is beginning to reach
mature status. Less emphasis is given to the
purchase of novel equipment and involved
learning programs. A balanced staff with a
continuity of activities is evolving. Each
child needing special help receives it on a
follow-through basis so he can continue to
succeed. And the constant reassessment of
the goals and objectives of American
education is of great value to every school
district. All of these results are beginning to
emerge as the real gains from Title I,

Elementary and Secondary Education Act
programs in the state of Iowa.
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Dr. Oliver T. Himley
Dr. Darrell D. Bentz
James F. Bottenfield
Ronald O. Huff

R. F. Van Dyke

1970 IOWA TITLE I STAFF

. State Coordinator

. Remedial Reading Consultant

.Program Evaluator
Visitation Consultant

. Consultant (Part-Time)
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